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in proportion to the amount of "personal property"
which people "belonging to it" happened to leave
would doubtless have been scouted as absurd. Some
other criterion had to be looked for, and the govern-
ment at first thought they had found it in the
principle already adopted in the Metropolitan Common
Poor Fund, which pooled the cost of indoor relief
among all the London parishes. They proposed to
divide the probate-duty grant in proportion to the
amount (not the cost) of indoor pauperism.1 To some
who demanded division in proportion to the discon-
tinued grants Goschen replied that-" nothing could
be more unjust,"2 but his own proposal turned out
to be extremely obnoxious to the party of rate-relief.
They thought it would favour London and other places
where the burden of outdoor pauperism was small
compared with what it was in the rural counties, in
which they were largely interested. It was also, of
course, unpopular with all who disliked the " work-
house test/' as it would certainly have had a deterrent
effect on the granting of outdoor relief. In the end
Goschen was driven to accept the proposal which he
had shortly before denounced as the height of injustice,
and it was decided that the probate-duty grant should
be divided between the ancient counties in the same
proportion as the discontinued grants had been divided:
the division between the new administrative county
and any county-boroughs it might contain was left to
the Commissioners, along with the division of the
licences.

The extent of the victory of the rural counties in

1  Ritchie's speech, in J/amard, March igth, 1888, p. 1674.

2  Hans'trd) March 26th, 1888, p. 295.
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